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° b ’ ki O:R DE R . e
‘”51?'£3¢$his :order “shhfi”?aQSO govern"t”ﬂ?‘disposal
TS review appllcatlon"N6ﬁ334/92 in Oh W&Y1015789 -
M M Haldar Vs. Unlon of Indla and others.?} e

. ThlS- rev1ew ’appllcatlon has been. filed by

i the appllcant whose OAATNO" 758/90 and 1015/89 have

'"been de01ded on 21 '09. 92 The RA> was ‘perused. One

of the grounds ralsed. by the petltloneri'ln -this RA
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i party to the Judgement in the or1g1na1 appllcatlon

that Hon ble Member Shrlz P C Jaln . #%hos.;was the

LW as h1s snperlor offrcer durlng year 1984-85; holding

- the. post of Chlef Controller of Imports -and’ Exports.
i oHey € ontendsj that fthe ,1nterest: of " §ustice demands
that -Hon' ble Shrr’{Ja;n, ,should not'“haves,sat over

the judgement 1in this case. ’ We havé....perused all
the documents in this case and no ordérs- were ever
“:?'Abassed by Shri P.C. Jain, (as. he then was) in year
lih*ff5”®¥'519§4;85 With regard to 4these mattersh involved 1in
both the O.A's. Furthermore,, when the .case: was heard

on 10.09.1992, then at the t1me of hearlng, no such

obgectlon was ralsed by the applicant or his counsel
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nor any applicafion was broﬁght to our‘-notiqé at
the time of hearing. The judgement was prepared.
by me (Hon'ble Justice Shri Ram Pal Singh) and
Hon'ble Shri P.C. Jain'agreed with the findings given
in the judgement. If the petitioner had any objection
to the hearing of the case. before a Bench in whiqh.
Hon'ble Shri 'P;C. Jain was a Mehber, then he should
have raiséd the objection at the time of the hearing.
This cannot 'be made, ,suﬁsequently, the ground _of

review, after the prqnouncement of the judgement.

Hence »this ground contained in the RA 1is rejected.

We have perused the lengthy grouhds: given
" in the RA and it is very much evident that the petitioner
virtually wants reheafing df original épplicafions
under the garb of a review abplication.' The petitioner .
has merely repeatea his argumenté in this RA. It
is-cardinal principle, that a judgemént once prOnounced.
beqomes final andrit cannot be substituted by a second
»judgément except on the 1limited grounds in -exércise
of the powers of review. After the pranouhcement
of the judgemenf, the pétitipner_ after readihg the
'judgement comes to know the weaker points which were
against him and hence ﬁe tries to get élsecond judgement
by filing the review. Aséuming .that some error or
mistake has occured _in the‘ judgeménf fhen that too
canhot be made. a gfound for review. - Even if there
‘ is a mistake’ of 'Law 'and tﬁgcts in the judgement or:
it is erroneous on merits, thén' it 1is. the _doﬁain
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of' the Court of Appeal to set it aside, but review
is not the prbper'remedy. Wé have perused the lengthy

groundé contained in the review application and we

are of the view that re-hearing of the case cannot

be permitted after the final judgement has been

pronounced. We see no merit in the review applications

" and it is therefore dismissed without notice to the

other party.
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